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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

PROPOSED ACTION: The U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) 
proposes to install and operate a relay tower for the Nogales 
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station in Santa Cruz County, 
Arizona. In the event that future illegal traffic patterns warrant 
the need for additional surveillance in the area, the proposed 
relay tower would be equipped with Remote Video 
Surveillance (RVS) equipment. 
 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
FOR THE PROPOSED 
ACTION: 

The purpose of the proposed relay tower is to facilitate the 
detection of illegal drug traffickers and undocumented aliens 
by providing the Nogales Station with enhanced electronic 
surveillance. This relay tower would also allow for the upgrade 
of 10 existing RVS sites, thus allowing them to function with 
infrared camera capabilities. This relay tower would transmit 
signals from the existing RVS sites and any future RVS 
systems within the affected area. If necessary, the tower may 
also be outfitted with RVS equipment in the future allowing 
surveillance of the area in proximity to this location. RVS 
systems allow the USBP to more effectively control a larger 
area and improve enforcement and apprehension response 
time. The need for the proposed relay tower is based upon 
illegal alien activity and limited agents available to the USBP.  
 

PROPOSED ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVES:  

The Proposed Action Alternative includes the installation, 
operation and maintenance of one relay tower, RVS 
equipment, and associated construction. Other alternatives 
analyzed in the EA include the No Action Alternative, which 
would preclude the installation of the proposed relay tower. 
Alternatives considered but eliminated from further 
consideration include an increased workforce alternative and 
an increased aerial reconnaissance/operations alternative. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF THE 
PROPOSED ACTION: 

The proposed action would involve minimal construction 
activities at the proposed relay tower site. The proposed relay 
tower site was surveyed for sensitive biological and cultural 
resources.  No significant adverse effects to air quality, noise, 
protected species, cultural resources, land use, 
socioeconomic, or water resources are expected. Increased or 
enhanced interdiction of illegal entrants and activities would 
have positive, indirect benefits on natural resources. 
 

CONCLUSIONS: The construction and operation would result in no significant 
adverse effects, as described above. Therefore, no further 
analysis or documentation (i.e., Environmental Impact 
Statement) is warranted. The U.S. Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, in implementing this decision, would 
employ all practical means to minimize the potential adverse 
impacts on the local environment. 
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SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION 



 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses the potential effects, beneficial and 

adverse, of the proposed installation and operation of one relay tower along the U.S.-

Mexico Border in Santa Cruz County, Arizona (Figure 1-1). In addition, this EA will 

address the future installation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) equipment on the 

relay tower, if necessary. The use of the proposed relay tower in conjunction with the 

other infrastructure would result in faster response time, which enhances the health and 

safety of the United States Border Patrol (USBP) agents and facilitate apprehensions, 

thereby creating deterrence. This EA was prepared in accordance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

regulations implementing NEPA (Title 40 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations 

(“CFR”), Parts 1500-1508), and 28 CFR Part 61, Appendix C, Immigration and 

Naturalization Service Procedures Relating to the Implementation of the National 

Environmental Policy Act. 

 

This EA is tiered from the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  

(SPEIS) for Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and Joint Task Force–Six 

(JTF-6) Activities (INS 2001a). This SPEIS addressed INS and JTF-6 activities along the 

U.S.-Mexico border and included the installation of RVS systems.  

 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 
 

Because of concerns of rising numbers of undocumented migrants, the United States 

Congress passed the Immigration Act of 1891, the nation’s first comprehensive 

immigration law.  The Act created the Bureau of Immigration within the Treasury 

Department and placed the Commissioner of Immigration in the port of New York.  The 

Bureau of Immigration was transferred to the Department of Commerce in 1903.  

Immigration continued to rise, reaching a peak in 1907 when 1,285,349 immigrants 

arrived.  Subsequent legislation (e.g., Immigration Act of 1924) that required more 

stringent requirements to enter the United States, coupled with the events surrounding 

World War I and the Great Depression, caused immigration rates to decline over the 

next few decades. 
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In the years preceding World War II, the numerical quota system continued under 

amendments to the Immigration Act of 1924.  Immigration increased quickly after the 

war, however, partially because of new legislation that relaxed or waived some quotas to 

allow immigration of war brides, refugees, and orphans. The Displaced Persons Act of 

1948, the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, and the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 

were among those acts. 

 

Until the 1960s, the majority of immigrants to the United States came from Europe, with 

smaller numbers coming from Asia and other countries in the Western Hemisphere. In 

the 1960s the national origins principle of determining immigration quotas was 

discontinued after 40 years of use. During the 1960s and 1970s, legislation allowed for 

the immigration of refugees fleeing from political upheavals in specific countries and 

fleeing due to fear of persecution because of race, religion or political beliefs. It was also 

during this period that the Immigration and Nationality Act was amended in October 

1965, placing the first numerical ceiling on the total number of immigrants into the United 

States, but abolished quotas by nationality. The new system provided an annual ceiling 

of 290,000 (later reduced to 270,000 in 1980 by Congress). 

  

Since 1980, an average of 150,000 immigrants have been naturalized every year. At the 

same time, however, undocumented aliens (UDAs) have become a significant issue. 

INS’s apprehension rates are currently averaging more than one million UDAs per year 

throughout the country. Studies have indicated approximately 10 million UDAs are in the 

United States. For the past several years, Mexicans have comprised the largest number 

of legal as well as illegal immigrants to the United States. 

 

The USBP activities are administered under the Field Operations Division of the INS, 

which is one of three INS Executive Divisions.  As mentioned previously, the USBP’s 

primary function is to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of aliens and smuggling 

along the nation’s land and water borders. With the increase in illegal drug trafficking, 

the USBP also has assumed the major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction.  

In FY 2001, the USBP apprehended 1.3 million UDAs and seized more than 1.2 million 

pounds of marijuana and over 17,300 pounds of cocaine (USBP 2002). The combined 

street value of these drugs was over $1.2 billion. 
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Until the early 1990s there was limited awareness of southwest border issues and little 

national attention was given to illegal border activity. As a result, the USBP growth was 

nominal, funding for enforcement efforts fell short, and the USBP was required to 

function within severe constraints.  Social events in the 1990s elevated the nation’s 

awareness concerning illegal immigration and narcotics smuggling and generated 

substantial interest in policing the southwest border. Increased national concern has led 

to increases in funding and staffing and has enabled the USBP to develop effective 

enforcement strategies independent of conventional limitations. 

 

The mission of the USBP is to detect, deter and apprehend illegal entry across the 

border.  Deterrence is effected through the actual presence (24 hours per day, seven 

days per week) of the USBP agents on the border, fences and other physical (natural 

and man-made) barriers, lighting, and the certainty that the illegal entrants will be 

detected and apprehended.  Detection of the illegal traffickers is accomplished through a 

variety of low-technology and high-technology resources including observing physical 

signs of illegal entry (vehicle tracks, footprints, refuse, human waste, clothes, etc.), 

visual observation of the illegal entries, information provided by private landowners or 

the general public, ground sensors, and RVS systems.  The continuation of historic 

enforcement operations such as dragging operations, aerial reconnaissance, remote 

sensing technology, lighting, increased patrols and patrol agents, coupled with additional 

future infrastructure, would greatly facilitate deterrence of illegal crossings and allow the 

USBP to gain and maintain control of the border. 

 

In partial response to the continued problems of smuggling and UDAs, the U.S. 

Congress passed the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 

(IIRIRA) of 1996. Title 1, Subtitle A, Section 102 of IIRIRA states that the Attorney 

General, in consultation with the Commissioner of Immigration and Naturalization, shall 

take such actions as may be necessary to install additional physical barriers, roads and 

other infrastructure deemed necessary in the vicinity of the U.S. border to deter illegal 

crossings in areas of high entry into the U.S. 

 

1.2 REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
 

The mission of the INS includes the enforcement of the Immigrant Nationality Act (INA) 

and the performance of a uniformed, Federal law enforcement agency with authority 
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delegated by the U.S. Attorney General.  The primary sources of authority granted to 

officers of the INS are the INA, found in Title 8 of the United States Code (8 U.S.C.), and 

other statutes relating to the immigration and naturalization of aliens. The secondary 

sources of authority are administrative regulations implementing those statutes, primarily 

those found in Title 8 of the Code of Federal Regulations (8 C.F.R. Section 287), judicial 

decisions, and administrative decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals.  In addition, 

the IIRIRA of 1996 mandates INS to acquire and/or improve equipment and technology 

along the border, hire and train new agents for the border region, and develop effective 

border enforcement strategies. 

 

Subject to constitutional limitations, INS officers may exercise the authority granted to 

them in the INA.  The statutory provisions related to enforcement authority are found in 

Sections 287(a), 287(b), 287(c), and 287(e) [8 U.S.C. § 1357(a,b,c,e)]; Section 235(a) [8 

U.S.C. § 1225]; Sections 274(b) and 274(c) [8 U.S.C. § 1324(b,c)]; Section 274(a) [8 

U.S.C. § 1324(a)]; and Section 274(c) [8 U.S.C. § 1324(c)] of the INA.  Other statutory 

sources of authority are Title 18 of the United States Code (18 U.S.C.), which has 

several provisions that specifically relate to enforcement of the immigration and 

nationality laws; Title 19 [19 U.S.C.  § 1401(i)], relating to U.S. Customs Service cross-

designation of INS officers; and Title 21 [21 U.S.C. § 878], relating to Drug Enforcement 

Agency (DEA) cross-designation of INS officers. 

 

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

The purpose of the proposed relay tower is to provide enhanced signal transmission of 

current and future RVS systems and to aide the USBP in the detection of illegal activity 

along the U.S. borders by allowing current and future RVS systems to provide 24-hour 

surveillance capabilities. The proposed relay tower would serve as a communications 

hub by relaying information from existing and proposed RVS systems back to the 

Nogales Station. The existing RVS systems are monitored at the Nogales Station and 

transmissions are often interrupted due to the local terrain. The proposed Crawford Hill 

tower would provide a clear line of transmission between the existing RVS systems and 

the Nogales Station tower enhancing the monitoring/surveillance effectiveness of the 

current systems.  Without this relay tower the 10 existing and any future RVS systems 

within Nogales Station’s AO would be rendered useless because of outdated equipment 

and lack of a relay tower to transmit signals back to the Nogales Station. The proposed 
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relay tower would be equipped with RVS equipment in the event that future illegal traffic 

patterns warrant the need for video surveillance in the immediate vicinity of the relay 

tower. 
 

The RVS is part of an overall Integrated Surveillance and Intelligence System (ISIS) that 

the INS is developing along the United States’ borders.  RVS components facilitate the 

detection of illegal drug traffickers and UDAs without increasing the number of agents in 

the field.  This additional surveillance capability would also allow the USBP to more 

effectively control a larger area and improve enforcement and apprehension response 

time.  Since the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack on the United States, the anti-

terrorism function of the INS is now an even more increased function of the USBP over 

what it has been in the past. This increased role requires more vigilance at the Ports-of-

Entry (POE) and all areas along the borders. 

 

RVS systems have become a powerful tool in the detection of UDAs and illegal drug 

traffickers. They have also become one of the most effective enforcement technologies 

in the USBP arsenal because of their capability to monitor large areas with the use of 

limited personnel while having minimal impact on the environment. 

 

RVS systems are a passive all weather monitoring system which provides continuous 

electronic surveillance using day and night imagery. RVS systems would allow the 

USBP to more effectively control a larger area (a force multiplier), improve response 

time, and secure the safety of USBP agents and UDAs attempting to illegally enter the 

U.S. In addition, RVS systems would allow the USBP to apprehend illegal entrants in 

proximity of the border thereby resulting in a more compact enforcement area to patrol 

and allow for a greater agent presence. The operational effectiveness of the USBP 

would be greatly enhanced by increasing their surveillance capability once the relay 

tower equipped with RVS equipment is installed. RVS systems would also minimize 

exposure of USBP agents to the elements and unknown and potentially dangerous 

conditions. 

 

The need for the proposed relay tower is based upon increased border activity and 

limited workforce available to the USBP. The U.S. experiences a substantial influx of 

illegal immigrants and drugs each year. Both of these illegal activities cost the American 

citizens billions of dollars annually due directly to criminal activities, as well as the cost of 
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apprehension, detention and incarceration of criminals; and, indirectly in loss of property, 

illegal participation in government programs and increased insurance costs. 

 

1.4 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS 
  

This EA was prepared by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, in accordance 

with, but not limited to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended; the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended; the Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act 

(AHPA) of 1974, as amended; Executive Order (E.O.) No. 11593, “Protection and 

Enhancement of the Cultural Environment”; E.O. No. 11988, “Floodplain Management”; 

E.O. No. 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”; E.O. No. 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites”; E.O. 

No. 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks”; and E.O. No. 

12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice.”  Table 1-1 summarizes the 

pertinent environmental requirements that guided the development of this EA. 

 

1.5 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
This EA is divided into nine major sections, including this chapter.  Chapter 2 will 

describe the alternatives that were considered that would satisfy the stated purpose and 

need.  Current environmental conditions within the project area and vicinity are 

presented in Chapter 3.  The potential impacts, beneficial and adverse, of all alternatives 

that are being considered are discussed in Chapter 4 including a discussion of the 

cumulative effects that have occurred and that are anticipated.  Chapter 5 presents 

mitigation measures and plans to reduce, eliminate, or compensate for any adverse 

impacts to the human or natural environment.  Chapter 6 discusses the public 

involvement measures that have been utilized throughout the preparation of this EA in 

soliciting, obtaining, and incorporating input from the general public and resource 

agencies.  References that were used while preparing the EA, as cited in the text, are 

presented in Chapter 7.  A list of persons responsible for preparing the EA is presented 

as Chapter 8.  Appendix A includes comments and correspondence generated during 

the preparation of this EA. 
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Table 1-1 
Applicable Environmental Statutes and Regulations 

 

Federal Statutes 

 
Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974 
Clean Air Act of 1955, as amended 
Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended 
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

Executive Orders, Memorandums, etc. 
 
Floodplain Management (E.O. 11988) of 1977 
Protection of Wetlands  (E.O. 11990) of 1977 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice to Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations (E.O. 12898) of 1994 
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks (E.O. 13045) of 1997 
Protection of Migratory Birds & Game Mammals (E.O. 11629) of 2001 
Indian Sacred Sites (E.O. 13007) of 1996 
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (E.O. 13175) of 2000 
Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments 
(Presidential Memorandum) of 1994 
 

.
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SECTION 2.0
ALTERNATIVES



 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Proposed Action is the installation, operation, and maintenance of one relay tower 

along the U.S.-Mexico border within Santa Cruz County, Arizona. In the event that future 

illegal traffic patterns warrant the need for additional surveillance in the area, the 

proposed relay tower would be equipped with RVS equipment. Since the proposed relay 

tower would be equipped with RVS equipment (e.g., cameras) at a future date if 

necessary, both the relay tower and future RVS will be collectively referred to as a relay 

tower.  The proposed relay tower is located on Crawford Hill within the City of Nogales 

(31°20’15” North, 110°57’10” West). The property is currently owned by Delta Properties. 

 

This infrastructure system would consist of a single tower approximately 120 feet (ft) in 

height, microwave transmission equipment, and RVS equipment, if deemed necessary 

at some point in the future.  The relay tower would serve as a relay station for 10 existing 

RVS systems and future RVS systems that might be installed within the next 10 years. 

This proposed site would be accessed via existing roads. The specific location of the 

proposed relay tower is shown in Figure 2-1. 

 

The design for the proposed Crawford Hill site would be a steel, 3-

legged relay tower.  An example of a relay tower equipped with an RVS 

system is shown in the drawing to the right. The cameras would be 

installed at a height that would ensure a satisfactory view and provide a 

clear pathway for transmission of information to other relay stations 

and/or the USBP station. Three circular concrete pilings, approximately 

three feet in diameter, would be poured at each site to anchor the tower 

legs in the ground. The towers and associated facilities would disturb an 

area up to 2,500 ft2 (50 ft X 50 ft). Crushed stone would be placed where 

there is no concrete and an 8-foot chain link fence would be used to 

enclose the area. 
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Power to the relay tower would be supplied via aerial lines from the adjacent electrical 

grid.  Microwave transmission equipment consisting of parabolic antennae would be 

mounted on the tower for relay purposes.  An equipment shed (10-ft X 16-ft) would be 

installed adjacent to one side of the tower but within the fenced area.  This shed would 

be used to store equipment such as transmission equipment, maintenance equipment, 

and supplies. 

 

In addition to the relay tower being installed at the Crawford Hill site, the USBP also 

plans on updating their existing cameras sites within the Nogales Station AO by 

retrofitting 10 new modern cameras with infrared capabilities at the existing RVS 

locations.  This action would include the removal of non-operational cameras and 

replacement with new infrared cameras. These systems would not require any ground 

disturbing activities and thus will not be discussed further. 
  

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 

The No Action Alternative would preclude the installation and operation of the relay 

tower.  Under this alternative, the existing RVS systems would eventually be rendered 

useless and illegal traffickers, UDAs and potential terrorists would be less likely to be 

immediately detected and, thus, apprehended.  Additional agents would have to be 

deployed to provide equal level of surveillance capabilities afforded by the relay tower.  

In addition, the risk to USBP agents would be increased during nighttime operations by 

the lack or delayed detection of illegal entrants. 

  

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
EVALUATION 

 
2.3.1 Increased Workforce Alternative 
Another alternative that was considered during the preparation of this EA was to 

increase the workforce at the Nogales Station. This alternative would involve increasing 

patrol efforts as well as stationing additional USBP agents at the 10 existing RVS sites to 

observe activities and detect any potential illegal entry efforts. USBP agents would have 

to be stationed at these sites 24 hours per day, seven days a week, and due to local 

topography and vegetation, would not provide the same level of detection capabilities as 

those 10 RVS sites. Consequently, additional observation points would have to be 

established to provide the same coverage as the 10 existing RVS sites, which would 

Crawford Hills RVS 2-3 Final 



 

disturb additional areas along the border. Such efforts would require commitment of 

resources and would demand an increase of about 66 (10 existing RVS sites and 1 

proposed RVS site) agents per shift (assuming it would require approximately six agents 

to monitor an area equal to that which one RVS system can monitor) to obtain an equal 

level of effectiveness as the proposed relay tower. 

 

These agents would be assigned to these observation points and would provide minimal 

additional strength to the station’s apprehension capabilities. In addition, the purchase of 

additional equipment would be necessary due to the fact that USBP agents and/or their 

vehicles would have to be equipped with infrared cameras or spotting scopes to allow 

night observations, or portable or permanent lights would need to be installed to aid in 

detection. 

 

Due to the increased workforce needs and additional equipment required to meet the 

same level of detection, this alternative was not considered viable because it does not 

satisfy the purpose and need. The additional staff would not provide additional flexibility 

in the station’s enforcement strategy. In addition, the effectiveness of the existing RVS 

systems would not be enhanced under this alternative since the transmission relay 

capabilities would remain status quo. 

 

2.3.2 Increased Aerial Reconnaissance/Operations 
Under this alternative, increased aerial reconnaissance would involve the use of 

helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft for surveillance in support of the Nogales Station. 

Under this alternative, INS would use fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters to perform 

reconnaissance and detection operations as well as to support ground patrols. 

 

This alterative was eliminated from further consideration because it does not satisfy the 

purpose and need of the project. The purpose and need calls for enhancement of the  

24-hour, all weather RVS system for detection of illegal activities. Aerial 

reconnaissance/operations require highly skilled pilots, who cannot be used on a 24-

hour per day basis, and cannot operate under all weather conditions. Aerial 

reconnaissance/operations also have limited detection capabilities in areas such as 

deep ravines, at nighttime, and in thick vegetation. 
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Aerial reconnaissance/operations are also limited over or near military installations, 

National Parks and Monuments, wilderness areas, and near commercial airports. The 

Federal Aviation Administration and/or the Department of Defense impose flight 

restrictions on USBP operations on missions over or near their facilities. Aerial 

reconnaissance/operations also have restricted flight patterns near endangered species 

or other sensitive wildlife habitats, at nighttime, and over Indian reservations or other 

sacred cultural sites. This alternative was also considered undesirable, as the residents 

of Nogales and visitors would be subjected to constant aircraft noise and would detract 

from the community. 

 

This alternative does not provide an adequate alternative to the proposed action and 

does not meet the operational criteria identified for the proposed action. Aerial 

reconnaissance/operations have proven to be an effective border enforcement strategy 

in some regions of the border. For example, aerial operations have proven highly 

effective in areas where the open terrain, low growing vegetation, and sandy soils allow 

UDAs and signs of other illegal border traffic to be easily recognized from aircraft. 

Additionally, aerial reconnaissance/operations have become invaluable to USBP agents 

and UDAs for performing Search and Rescue (SAR) missions and during vehicle 

pursuits. Due to their effectiveness in given situations and specific areas of the border, 

increasing aerial reconnaissance/operations may be an effective solution in given areas 

or to meet the purpose and need of other INS activities. In addition, the efficacy of the 

existing RVS systems would not be enhanced under this alternative since the 

transmission relay capabilities would remain status quo and the 10 RVS systems would 

eventually be rendered useless. 

  

2.4 SUMMARY 
 
Two alternatives, the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative, will be 

carried forward for analysis.  A summary matrix (Table 2-1) presents each of the 

alternatives in comparison to the stated purpose and need.  Table 2-2 presents a 

summary matrix of the impacts from the two alternatives carried forward for analysis and 

how they affect the environmental resources in the Region of Influence (ROI). 

Crawford Hills RVS 2-5 Final 



 

 

Table 2-1.  Alternative Matrix 
 

 Compliance with Alternatives 

Requirements No 
Action 

Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 

Increased Aerial 
Reconnaissance/ 

Operations 

Increased 
Workforce 
Alternative 

Enhance signal transmission 
of current RVS systems 

No Yes No No 

Ability to monitor a large area 
24 hours a day in all weather 
conditions 

No Yes* No Partial 

Improve USBP response 
time 

No Yes Partial Yes 

Enhance the safety of USBP 
agents 

No Yes Partial  No 

Reduce number of field 
agents 

No Yes Yes No 

Deterrence of illegal aliens No Yes Yes Yes 
* The Proposed Action Alternative will fulfill the requirements by enhancing the capability of 
existing RVS systems.
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Affected Environment No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative 
Land Use No impacts No effect on current land use 
Soils and Prime 
Farmlands 

No direct impacts; indirect impacts would continue 
from illegal traffic and consequent enforcement 
activities. 

Approximately 2,500 ft2 of soils would be permanently 
impacted.  No prime or unique farmlands would be 
impacted. 

Vegetation Communities No direct impacts; illegal traffic would indirectly 
impact vegetation communities. 

The proposed site location for the relay tower has been 
previously disturbed, however, up to 2,500 ft2  could be 
impacted.   

Fish and Wildlife 
Resources 

No direct impacts; illegal traffic would continue to 
damage vegetation thereby causing synergistic 
impacts to wildlife. 

The proposed site location for the relay tower has been 
previously disturbed, however, 2,500 ft2 of wildlife habitat 
could be impacted.  

Unique and Sensitive 
Areas 

No direct impacts; illegal traffic would continue to 
damage unique and sensitive areas by causing 
accidental wildfires, creating trails, and discarding 
trash. 

No impacts. 

Protected Species and 
Critical Habitat 

No direct impacts; indirect impacts due to illegal 
traffic trampling habitat and threatened and 
endangered plant species. 

No impacts. 

Cultural Resources No impacts. No significant impacts. 
Air Quality No direct impacts; indirect impacts from additional 

patrol activities. 
Short-term degradation in local air quality during 
construction; impacts considered insignificant. 

Water Resources No impacts. No impacts.   
Environmental Justice and 
Protection of the Children 

No direct impacts regarding environmental justice 
or protection of the children. Indirect impacts to 
protection of the children would result from illegal 
traffic and its associated criminal activity 
continuing to creating a more unsafe environment 
for children. 

No impacts to environmental justice.  Beneficial impacts to 
protection of the children from a reduction of illegal 
immigration, drug trafficking, and other crimes within the 
area creating a safer living environment for the children on 
both sides of the border. 
 

Noise No direct impacts; indirect impacts would result 
from illegal foot traffic. Other illegal activity would 
continue and probably increase resulting in the 
need for additional patrols or aerial 
reconnaissance. 

Temporary, insignificant increases in ambient noise levels 
during construction. 
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SECTION 3.0
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT



 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists in the 

Nogales region.  Only those parameters that have the potential to be affected by the 

proposed action are described. Those items/issues not discussed further include 

hazardous material, floodplains, socioeconomics, aesthetics, infrastructure, and coastal 

zone management. These parameters are not discussed because:  

 

� Hazardous materials 
No hazardous materials would be used during construction nor were any 
hazardous materials observed within or near the project area. 
 

� Floodplains 
The proposed site is not located in the 100-year or 500-year floodplain 
and the site is located on a high ridge (Crawford Hill). 
 

� Infrastructure 
The project area is in an existing developed area with existing access 
roads. 
 

� Coastal zone management 
The proposed project is not located within a coastal zone. 
 

� Socioeconomics 
The installation of one relay tower/RVS site would have negligible effects 
to socioeconomics within the project area. 
 

� Aesthetics 
The project is located adjacent to existing towers, a water tank, and a 
developed area. 
 

� Geology 
The project involves minor construction activities that would have a 
negligible affect on the local geology and have no affect on aquifers 
including recharge zones, or seismicity. 
 

General descriptions of the resources at or surrounding the project area are provided in 

the following subsections. 
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3.1 LAND USE 
 
The proposed project site is located on property owned by Delta Properties.  This area is 

currently in use as a site for communication towers, a water tank, and equipment sheds.  

The surrounding areas consist of roadways and developed areas. 

 

3.2 SOILS AND PRIME FARMLAND 
 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) soil survey of Santa Cruz and parts of Cochise and Pima Counties, 

Arizona was reviewed to determine general soil types/associations found within the 

project corridor (USDA 1979).  The soil association found in the proposed project site is 

the Rock Outcrop-Lithic Haplustolls Association.  The Rock Outcrop-Lithic Haplustolls 

Association is often found on mountains and hills consisting of rocky outcroppings.  

These soils are typically found in elevations ranging from 4,000 feet to 8,500 feet and 

are commonly used for range and wildlife habitat. 

 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995 was established to preserve 

farmland. This act calls for identification of proposed actions that would affect any land 

considered as unique or prime farmland (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2002). Prime 

farmlands are those farmlands that have the best combinations of physical and chemical 

properties to be able to produce fiber, feed, food, and is available for these uses. Unique 

farmland is defined as land other than prime farmland that is used for producing specific 

high-value food and fiber crops. The aforementioned soil found at the proposed site is 

not considered to be prime farmland (USDA 1979). 

 
3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

3.3.1 Vegetation 
There are four biotic provinces in Arizona.  The proposed relay tower is situated within 

the Apachian province which runs west from the New Mexico-Arizona state line through 

a large portion of Cochise County, Santa Cruz County, and parts of Pima County (Dice 

1943).  The Apachian biotic province covers the high grassy plains and mountains of 
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southeastern Arizona and consists of plant and wildlife species adapted to semiarid 

conditions. 

 

3.3.2 Project Site Vegetation 
The proposed relay tower site is 

located within Santa Cruz County 

near the city of Nogales, Arizona (see 

Figure 2-1).  Surveys were conducted 

at the proposed relay tower location 

during the week of March 18, 2002, 

to ascertain the existing conditions.  

Although biologists collected data 

regarding general wildlife and 
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Photo 1. Proposed Crawford Hill Site facing south.
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elay tower site included desert broom (Baccharis 

 sp.). Other vegetation adjacent to the proposed 

f Palmer’s agave (Agave palmeri), blue dicks 

mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), tumbleweed 

 eriophylla benth). 

3-3 Final 



 

3.3.3 Fish and Wildlife Resources 
The native faunal components of southeastern Arizona includes some 370 species of 

birds, 109 mammal species, 23 amphibian species, and 72 species of reptiles, (Lowe 

1964; Hoffmeister 1986; Lane 1988; USDOI 1989; USACE 1990; Davis and Russell 

1991; Lowe and Holm 1992). However, no aquatic communities or wildlife were 

observed at the Crawford Hill site during the site visit in March 2002. 

 
3.4 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT 
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 U.S.C. 1532 et. seq.] of 1973, as amended, was 

enacted to provide a program for the preservation of endangered and threatened 

species and to provide protection for the ecosystems upon which these species depend 

for their survival.  All Federal agencies are required to implement protection programs for 

designated species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the act.  

Responsibility for the identification of a threatened or endangered species and 

development of any potential recovery plan lies with the Secretary of the Interior and the 

Secretary of Commerce. 

 

An endangered species is a species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range.  A threatened species is a species likely to become endangered 

within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  

Proposed species are those, which have been formally submitted to Congress for official 

listing as threatened or endangered.  Species may be considered endangered or 

threatened when any of the five following criteria occurs: (1) the current/imminent 

destruction, modification, or curtailment of their habitat or range; (2) overuse of the 

species for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or 

predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) other natural or 

human-induced factors affect continued existence. 

 

In addition, the USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result 

of identified threats to their continued existence.  The candidate (C) designation includes 

those species for which the USFWS has sufficient information on hand to support 

proposals to list as endangered or threatened under the ESA.  However, proposed rules 
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have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at present by other listing 

activity. 

 
3.4.1 Federal 
A total of 22 Federally endangered, threatened, proposed threatened and candidate 

species occur within Santa Cruz County, Arizona (USFWS 2002). A proposed 

threatened or endangered species is a species. subspecies, or varieties for which a 

proposed regulation, but not a final rule, has been published in the Federal Register.  A 

total of 14 species are listed as endangered, four as threatened, one as proposed 

endangered, and three as candidate (Table 3-1). 

 

No evidence of Federally listed threatened or endangered species or their preferred 

habitat were found within the proposed project site during the site visit in March 2002. 

 

The range of the lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) is from 

“southern Arizona and extreme southwestern New Mexico, through western Mexico, and 

south to El Salvador” (Bat Conservation International 2001, University of Arizona 2001). 

The occurrences in southern Arizona range from “the Picacho Mountains southwest to 

the Agu Dulce Mountains, southeast to the Chiricahua Mountains” (University of Arizona 

2001). Surveys for potential habitat, roosting habitat, and food sources were conducted 

at the proposed relay tower site during March 2002 and were based on the presence of 

the columnar cacti and agaves, which are preferred food sources, and appropriate 

roosting and breeding sites, such as caves and mines (Bat Conservation International 

2001, University of Arizona 2001). No such cacti or roosting and breeding sites were 

observed in or near the proposed site. Palmer’s agave, a potential food source for the 

lesser long-nosed bat, was observed at or near the proposed relay tower site during the 

site visits. 

 

3.4.2 State 
The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) maintains lists of Wildlife of Special 

Concern in Arizona (WC). This list includes flora and fauna whose occurrence in Arizona 

is or may be in jeopardy, or with known or perceived threats or population declines 

(AGFD 2002). These species are not necessarily the same as those protected by the 

Federal government under the ESA. 
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Table 3-1 

Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring 
within Santa Cruz County, Arizona 

 

Common/Scientific Name Status Date 
Listed Habitat 

PLANTS 
Canelo Hills ladies’-tresses 

Spiranthes delitescens E 1/6/97 Finely grained, highly organic, saturated 
soils of cienegas 

Huachuca water umbel 
Lilaeopsis schaffneriana ssp. recurva E 1/6/97 Cienegas, perennial low gradient streams, 

wetlands 
Pima pineapple cactus 

Coryphantha scheeri var. robustispina E 9/23/93 Sonoran desertscrub or semi-desert 
grassland communities. 

BIRDS 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus T 1/12/95 Large trees or cliffs near water with 

abundant prey 
Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl 

Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum E 3/10/97 Mature cottonwood/willow, mesquite 
bosques, and Sonoran Desertscrub 

California brown pelican 
Pelecanus occidentalis californicus E 3/6/85 Feed in shallow estuarine waters; nest on 

small coastal islands 
Mexican spotted owl 

Strix occidentalis lucida T 3/15/93 Nests in canyons and dense forests with 
multi-layered foliage structure 

Northern aplomado falcon 
Falco femoralis septentrionalis E 1/25/86 Grassland and savannah 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 
Empidonax traillii extimus E 2/27/95 Cottonwood/willow and tamarisk vegetation 

communities along rivers and streams 
Yellow-billed cuckoo 

Coccyzus americanus C  Large blocks of riparian woodlands 

AMPHIBIANS 
Chiricahua leopard frog 

Rana chiricahuensis T 6/13/02 Streams, rivers, backwaters, ponds, and 
stock tanks 

Sonora tiger salamander 
Ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi E 1/6/97 Stock tanks and impounded cienegas in 

San Rafael Valley, Huachuca Mountains 
INVERTEBRATES 

Huachuca springsnail 
Pyrgulopsis thompsoni C 1/6/89 Aquatic areas, small springs with 

vegetation slow to moderate flow 
Stephan’s riffle beetle 
Heterelmis stephani C  Free-flowing springs and seeps 

MAMMALS 

Jaguar 
Panthera onca E 3/28/72 

Found in tropical rainforests, arid scrub, 
and wet grasslands and prefer dense 

forests or swamps with a ready supply of 
water 

Lesser long-nosed bat 
Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae E 9/30/88 Desert scrub habitat with agave and 

columnar cacti present as food plants 
Mexican gray wolf 
Canis lupus baileyi E 3/11/67 Chaparral, woodland, and forested areas; 

may cross desert areas 
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Table 3-1, cont’d. 
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring 

within Santa Cruz County, Arizona 

Common/Scientific Name Status Date 
Listed Habitat 

Ocelot 
Leopardus pardalis E 7/21/82 Humid tropical and sub-tropical forests, 

savannahs, and semi-arid thornscrub 

FISHES 

Desert pupfish 
Cyprinodon macularius E 3/31/86 Shallow springs, small streams, and 

marshes. 
Gila chub 

Gila intermedia PE 9/18/85 Pools, springs, cienegas, and streams 

Gila topminnow 
Poeciliopsis occidentalis occidentalis E 3/11/67 Small streams, springs, and cienegas 

vegetated shallows. 
Sonora chub 
Gila ditaenia T 4/30/86 Perennial and intermittent shallow to 

moderate streams with boulders and cliffs 
Source: AGFD & HDMS,  2002.  Last Updated July 15, 2002. 
 
Legend: E – Endangered C – Candidate 
 T – Threatened PE – Proposed Endangered 
 

 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture maintains a list of protected plant species within 

Arizona. The 1999 Arizona Native Plant Law defined five categories of protection within 

the state. These include: Highly Safeguarded (HS), no collection allowed; Salvage 

Restricted (SR), collection only with permit; Export Restricted (ER), transport out of state 

prohibited; Salvage Assessed (SA), permit required to remove live trees; and Harvest 

Restricted (HR), permit required to remove plant by-products (AGFD 2002). 

 

There was no evidence of or observations of any state-listed WC in the project area 

during the March 2002 site visit. 

 

Two species, Palmer’s agave (SR) and honey mesquite (HR, SA) were    observed at the 

proposed relay tower site that is protected under the Arizona Native Plant Law.  A Notice 

of Intent to Clear Land Form would be filed with the Arizona Department of Agriculture 

30 days prior to the initiation of construction activities. 
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3.4.3 Critical Habitat 
The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed Critical Habitat - the areas of 

land, water, and air space that an endangered species needs for survival. Critical habitat 

also includes such things as food and water, breeding sites, cover or shelter, and sufficient 

habitat area to provide for normal population growth and behavior. One of the primary 

threats to many species is the destruction or modification of essential habitat by 

uncontrolled land and water development. There are no designated critical habitats within 

or near the proposed project site. 

 

3.5 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
 
Southeastern Arizona is an ecological crossroads, where habitats and species from the 

Sierra Madre of Mexico, the Rocky Mountains, and the Sonoran and Chihuahuan 

deserts converge.  Ongoing efforts by many government agencies, as well as private 

entities, have set aside these areas for preservation.  These areas are intended for use 

by the public in hopes of better understanding of the myriad of natural systems exhibited 

in their natural state.  Riparian (riverbank) areas, basin wetlands, scenic canyons, and 

vast wilderness represent these unique areas.  No unique and sensitive areas are 

located near the proposed relay tower site. 

 
3.6 AIR QUALITY 
 

3.6.1 Applicable Air Quality Statutes 
The Clean Air Act, last amended in 1990, requires the U.S Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants 

considered harmful to public health and the environment.  The Act established two types 

of NAAQS.  Primary standards set limits to protect the public health, including the health 

of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  Secondary 

standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased 

visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.  The USEPA Office of Air 

Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) has set NAAQS for six criteria pollutants 

(Table 3-2).  Areas where air pollution levels persistently violate the NAAQS may be 

designated non-attainment.  Santa Cruz County is located within USEPA’s Region 9 and 

is currently in non-attainment for particulates (PM10) (USEPA 2002). 
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Table 3-2. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

POLLUTANT STANDARD 
VALUE* STANDARD TYPE 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)   
8-hour average 9ppm (10mg/m3) P 
1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m3) P 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)   
Annual arithmetic mean 0.053ppm (100µ/m3) P and S 
Ozone (O3)   
  1-hour average 0.12ppm (235µg/m3) P and S 
  8-hour average 0.08ppm (157µg/m3) P and S 
Lead (Pb)   
  Quarterly average 1.5µg/m3 P and S 
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM10)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 50µg/m3 P and S 
  24-hour average 150µg/m3 P and S 
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 15µg/m3 P and S 
  24-hour Average 65µg/m3 P and S 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 0.03ppm (80µg/m3) P 
  24-hour average 0.14ppm (365µg/m3) P 

  3-hour average 0.50ppm 
(1300µg/m3) S 

Source: USEPA 2001. 
 
Legend: P = Primary S = Secondary 
 ppm = parts per million mg/m3  = milligrams per cubic meter 
 µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

   *Parenthetical value is an approximately equivalent concentration. 
 

3.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 
The proposed project area is located in the Santa Cruz Active Management Area (AMA).  

This AMA consists of 716 square miles and is located in the basin and range 

physiographic province.  The Santa Cruz River bisects the AMA, forming a river valley 

bordered on the east by the Patagonia, San Cayentano, and Santa Rita Mountains and 

bordered on the west by the Pajarito, Atacosa, and Tumacácori Mountains. 

 
3.7.1 Water Quality 
Water quality data are collected from a series of monitoring stations by the Arizona 

Department of Water Resources (ADWR) and by the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) 
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National Stream Quality Accounting Network (NASQAN) program.  The quality of water 

in the Upper Santa Cruz AMA has been classified by ADWR as suitable for most uses 

(ADWR 2002). 

 
3.7.2 Groundwater 
Groundwater in the Nogales area is supplied from the Upper Santa Cruz River valley 

that forms three aquifer units: the Nogales formation, older alluvium, and younger 

alluvium.  Potential sources of contamination of groundwater include mining operations, 

municipal point sources including wastewater effluent, agriculture irrigation and 

recirculation, range management, and non-point sources. 

 

3.7.3 Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) authorizes the 

Secretary of the Army, acting through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), to 

issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the United 

States, including wetlands. Waters of the United States (Section 328.3[2] of the CWA) 

are those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and flow of tide, 

and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands. Waters of the United States are 

further defined as all other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats, 

sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds 

or impoundments of waters, tributaries of waters, and territorial seas. Jurisdictional 

boundaries for Waters of the United States are defined in the field as the ordinary high 

water mark which is that line on the shore or bank established by the fluctuations of 

water and indicated by physical characteristics such as clear, natural lines impressed on 

the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, 

the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the 

characteristics of the surrounding areas. Wetlands are those areas inundated or 

saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, 

and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 

adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (USACE 1987). 

 

No potential jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the U.S. were observed at the Crawford 

Hill relay tower site during the site visit conducted during the week of 18 March 2002. 
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3.8 NOISE 
 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on objective 

effects (hearing loss, damage to structures, etc.) or subjective judgments (community 

annoyance).  Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the 

decibel (dB).  Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as a sound level. The threshold 

of human hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is 

around 120 dB. 

 

Noise levels are computed over a 24-hour period and adjusted for nighttime annoyances 

to produce the day-night average sound level (DNL).  DNL is the community noise metric 

recommended by the USEPA (USEPA 1972) and has been adopted by most Federal 

agencies (Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). 

 

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires the USBP to 

identify and assess the effects of its actions on cultural resources.  Cultural resources 

consist of prehistoric and historic districts, sites, structures, artifacts, and any other 

physical evidence of human activities considered important to a culture, subculture, or 

community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons.  The USBP must consult 

with appropriate State and local officials, Indian tribes, applicants for Federal assistance, 

and members of the public and consider their views and concerns about historic 

preservation issues when making final project decisions. The historic preservation 

review process mandated by Section 106 is outlined in regulations issued by the 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Revised regulations, "Protection of 

Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), became effective 11 January 2001. 

 

3.9.1 Cultural Overview 
A brief cultural setting is presented for the project area within this section.  The cultural 

setting of the project area is generally divided into six different periods: Pre-Clovis, 

Paleoindian, Archaic, Formative, Late Prehistory and Protohistory, and Spanish 

Exploration and Settlement.  These periods are commonly subdivided into smaller 

temporal phases based on particular characteristics of the artifact assemblages 
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encountered in each of three archeological regions within southern Arizona.  The 

prehistoric periods and corresponding phases are defined by the presence of particular 

diagnostic artifacts such as projectile points, certain types of pottery, and occasionally, 

particular site locations.  For the historic periods, documentary information more often is 

used to distinguish certain phases; nevertheless, particular artifacts also can be used to 

recognize certain historic affiliations.  The following cultural chronology is taken 

predominantly from Hathaway and Yost (2002) except where noted. 

 

Pre-Clovis or "Early man sites" in the New World, those defined as being occupied prior to 

12,000 years ago, are most frequently reported in the southwestern deserts.  Early man 

sites have been reported for ancient Lake Mannix, China Lake, Calico, and the Yuha 

Desert in California (Schuiling 1972; Davis 1978; Davis et al. 1981), and the Sierra 

Pinacate region of nearby Sonora, Mexico (Hayden 1976; Moratto 1984).  No claims for 

humans in southern Arizona predating 12,000 years ago have met the scrutiny of the 

entire scientific community.  At present, the earliest widely accepted human presence in 

the area is the Paleoindian Period (ca. 9500-6000 B.C.). 

 

During the Paleoindian Period (9500-6000 B.C.) the project area was cooler and moister 

than at present with more abundant vegetation and occasional lakes, which are now 

evaporated.  Pleistocene megafauna inhabited the area and were used as game by the 

Paleoindian hunters.  The Paleoinidian people were organized as small-scale, mobile, 

socially fluid hunters and gathers.  The Paleoindian Period is further divided in three 

complexes or phases: the Clovis Complex (ca. 9500-9000 B.C.), the Folsom Complex (ca. 

9000-8000 B.C.) and the Plano Complex (ca. 8000-6000 B.C.). 

 

The Archaic Period saw gradually drier and warmer conditions.  These changes in the 

environment along with the extinction of the megafauna prompted subsequent changes in 

the stone tools of the Archaic people. There was the introduction of ground stone tools and 

grinding stones.  The Archaic Period in southwestern New Mexico and southeastern 

Arizona has been defined as the Cochise tradition.  The Cochise Tradition has been 

subsequently divided in various ways into the following phases: Sulphur Spring phase 

(6000-3500 B.C.), the Chiricahua phase (3500-1500 B.C.), the San Pedro phase (1200-

800 B.C.), and the relatively recently proposed Cienega phase (800 B.C.-A.D. 200).  The 

introduction of agriculture occurred during the Late Archaic Period, particularly the San 
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Pedro and Cienega Phases.  Though agriculture was adopted during this period, it is 

generally thought that it was a minor activity and that hunting and gathering still provided 

the dominant subsistence activity.  From his work in the Cienega Valley, B. B. Huckell 

proposed that maize farming was more important than previously thought and that the late 

Archaic populations were at least semi-sedentary (Hathaway and Yost 2002).  As a result, 

he proposed that the period 1500 B.C. –A.D. 200 be redefined as the “Early Agricultural 

Period,” separate from the Archaic Period.  Archaeological sites from this time period are 

of particular importance in answering questions regarding the importance of agriculture in 

the economy, settlement patterns, and the degree of social organization that existed 

during this time period.  

 

The Formative Period denotes a stage at which a population has an adequate subsistence 

base and social organization to sustain village life (Hathaway and Yost 2002).  During this 

stage agriculture becomes the dominant subsistence strategy.  Also during this stage, 

ceramics assemblages become prominent, so much so that sometimes this period is 

referred to as the Ceramic Period.  Near the project area, the Hohokam  (300 B.C.-1450 

A.D.) and Mogollon cultures, particularly for this area the San Simon Mogollon (A.D. 900-

1200), plus elements of Trinceras, Chihuahuan, and Salado traditions are evident.  These 

cultures and traditions vary regionally and temporally with one another.  The Pueblo 

Culture Period, marked by the appearance of rock and adobe pueblos, has also been 

defined in the project area, though much of the material from this period could also be 

incorporated into the either the Mogollon or Hohokam traditions.  The phases of the 

Pueblo Culture Period for the project area consists of the Ringo phase (A.D. 1250-1325), 

the Animas phase (A.D. 1175-1350), and the Salado phase (A.D. 1300-1450).  The 

temporal and cultural sequences in the vicinity of the project area are poorly understood 

making exact sequences tenuous at best. Archaeological sites within the project area 

dating to the Formative Period are of particular importance in defining both the temporal 

and cultural sequences of the area.  

 

By the late 1400s much of the Hohokam and Mogollon areas appear to have been 

abandoned.  After the collapse of the Hohokam regional system, the Sobaipuri, Pima, and 

Tohono O’odham occupied the region, distinguished by environmental adaptations and 

geographic regions.  The southern Athapaskans or Apache moved into the southwest by 

approximately 1500.  Seven groups of Athapaskan-speaking people are recognized: 
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Chiricahua, Jicarilla, Kiowa-Apache, Lipan, Mescalero, Navajo, and Wester Apache.  Both 

the Chiricahua and Western Apaches were in southeastern Arizona. 

 

Spanish Exploration and settlement of the area did not begin till 1536 by Cabeza de Vaca.  

This early exploration inspired Fransico Vasquez de Coronado to lead a large military 

expedition in 1540 and entered what is now the U.S. in southeastern Arizona.  The 

colonial period and Spanish settlement of the area began much later than it did in New 

Mexico and western Texas.  Building new missions in the area was largely the effort of 

Father Eusebio Fransico Kino who established the first mission in the Santa Cruz Valley in 

1691.  Spanish rule in the 18th century was well established in the Rio Grande Valley 

though Native American groups challenged Spanish rule throughout the area through a 

series of rebellions by the Yaquis, the Pimas, the Seris and Lower Pimas, along with raids 

and warfare with the Apaches.  In southeastern Arizona the Spanish military authority and 

the Jesuits conflicted over control of the Native American populations.  The military and 

civilian land owners wanted control of the Native population for labor.  The military 

established garrisons or presidios.  By 1767, the Jesuits were expelled from New Spain.  

Presidios were established across southern Arizona to provide defense against raiding 

Apaches, and thus protect local settlers encouraging further settlement of the area.  The 

discovery of silver and copper in the region further encouraged settlement of the area (INS 

2001a; Vargas et. al. 2002). 

 

The most significant event of the 19th century for the region was Mexico’s independence 

from Spain in 1821. During this period, land grants were made to encourage settlement of 

the area.  The Mexican-American War (1846-1848) arose out of America’s desire to 

expand it borders to the Pacific Ocean, and border disputes between the U.S. and Mexico 

over the newly independent Texas, which was annexed by the U.S.  The new international 

boundary ran along the Rio Grande from it mouth to just north of El Paso then west to the 

Pacific Ocean.  The Gadsen Purchase, which was negotiated in 1853 and ratified in 1854, 

added the lands in southern Arizona and New Mexico establishing the border we have 

today.  The newly acquired areas were not very well protected and near-anarchy within the 

region began to take root.  This led to the establishment of Arizona County from the 

western portion of Doña Ana County, New Mexico, with Tucson as its county seat.  

Arizona joined as a territory of the Confederate States of America but fell quickly that 

summer to Union forces and became a U.S. territory and placed under Martial law (INS 
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2001a; Varagas et. al. 2002).  The Arizona territory was finally established in 1863.  During 

the late nineteenth century the discovery of precious metals and the development of 

ranching produced a significant influx of Euro American settlers into the area and towns 

such as Douglas, Bisbee and Tombstone were established.  Military forts and camps were 

established to protect the growing population of settlers from Apachean attacks.  By the 

late 1880s the Apaches were pacified which resulted in greater expansion of mining, 

ranching, and settlement (INS 2001a). 

 
3.9.2 Past Investigations 
A literature review conducted at the Arizona State Museum (ASM), Arizona State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO), and Coronado National Forest identified several previously 

completed surveys near the project area.  These previous surveys were conducted for 

proposed aggregate materials sources, roadway improvement projects, light towers, and 

activities related to the USBP and INS operations.  No known archaeological surveys or 

previously recorded archaeological sites exist within the current Area of Potential Effect 

(APE) of the relay tower site. 

 

3.9.3 Current Investigations 
A Class III (intensive field survey) was conducted at the site within the APE.  The survey 

was conducted from March 25-28, 2002.  Site files were also reviewed at the ASM, and 

the SHPO office to identify previous projects and sites that occur within or near the 

project area.  In addition, the General Land Office (GLO) maps housed at the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) State Office in Phoenix were examined in order to identify any 

historic structures and potential archaeological sites located on those maps.  No 

archaeological resources were found during the survey. However, the Crawford Hill site 

is located within ½-mile of two historic districts, the Crawford Hill Residential Historic 

District and the Marsh Heights Historic District. 

 

3.10 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
The fair treatment of all races has been assuming an increasingly prominent role in 

environmental legislation and implementation of environmental statutes.  In February 

1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 12898 titled, Federal Actions to 

Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  
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This action requires all Federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high 

and adverse effect of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 

populations. 

 

Even though the ROI exhibits high minority populations, particularly groups claiming 

Hispanic origin, the relay tower would not have an adverse effect on the minority 

populations located near the project site. 

 

3.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13045, PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 
 
EO 13045 requires each Federal Agency “to identify and assess environmental health 

risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children”; and “ensure that its 

policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children 

that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.”  This EO was prompted by 

the recognition that children, still undergoing physiological growth and development, are 

more sensitive to adverse environmental health and safety risks than adults.  Due to the 

fact that the proposed relay tower site is located in an existing developed area, issues 

regarding Protection of Children are not anticipated. 
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SECTION 4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

This section of the EA addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation 

of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0. This section of the EA addresses potential 

impacts associated with the implementation of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0.  

The tower would require very little, if any, maintenance activities.  Any such activities 

would be mostly limited to electronic/computer maintenance, and therefore, would not 

have any significant negative impacts to the natural or human environment.  The 

following paragraphs discuss the expected impacts from the installation, operation, and 

maintenance of the proposed relay tower. 

 

4.1 LAND USE 
 
4.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not affect current land use in the 

project area. 

 
4.1.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action Alternative would not affect current land use for the project area 

since the area surrounding the proposed relay tower site is developed and contains 

other infrastructure such as water tanks and towers. 

 

4.2 SOILS AND PRIME FARMLAND 
 
4.2.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not allow the installation of the Crawford Hill relay 

tower.  Therefore, no direct impacts to soils would occur.  However, the USBP would not 

be as effective in detecting and apprehending illegal entrants and foot traffic would 

continue at its current level and probably increase. The continuation of illegal traffic and 

consequent enforcement activities have the potential of adversely impacting soils in the 

project region. 
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4.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action would disturb a minimal amount (2,500 ft2) of 

soils.  These soils have been previously disturbed from roadways, traffic, and other 

activities.  Thus, the impacts to soils by the Proposed Action Alternative would be 

negligible.  

  

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

4.3.1 Vegetation Communities 
4.3.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, illegal traffic would continue to adversely impact 

vegetation communities.  The USBP would not be as effective in detecting and 

apprehending illegal entrants and foot traffic without the establishment of the relay tower 

along the border. Illegal activity along the borders would continue at its current level and 

probably increase. 

 

4.3.1.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Installation of the relay tower would impact a maximum of 2,500 ft2.  Very little, if any, 

vegetation would be damaged at the proposed locations, since vegetation is currently 

lacking due to past disturbances from roadways, traffic, and other activities. 

 

Due to the limited size of the area required for the system and the presence of similar 

habitat in the surrounding areas, impacts to vegetation communities would be 

insignificant.  Once the relay tower is installed, the operation and maintenance of the 

system would have no effect on the vegetation within the project area. 

 

4.3.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources 
4.3.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction of the relay tower.  As a 

result, the USBP would not be as effective in detecting and apprehending UDAs and 

illegal foot and vehicle traffic would continue at its current level and probably increase. 

This illegal traffic and consequent USBP enforcement actions damages vegetation 

communities and thereby cause synergistic impacts to wildlife from the trampling of 

vegetation and wildfires. 

Crawford Hill RVS 4-2 Final 



 

4.3.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
No significant impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated.  Some losses of individual 

specimens, particularly fossorial or sedentary species, might occur as a result of direct 

contact with construction equipment and vehicles. Once the relay tower is installed, the 

operation and maintenance of the relay tower would have no adverse effect on the 

region’s wildlife. 

 

4.4 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT 
 
4.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not allow the construction of the relay 

tower; therefore, no direct impacts to protected species would occur under this 

alternative.  However, indirect impacts could potentially occur from illegal traffic 

trampling threatened and endangered plant species or habitats used by protected animal 

species. 

 
4.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
No threatened or endangered species were observed within the project area during a 

recent (March 2002) survey.  Therefore, no adverse impacts to Federally listed 

threatened and endangered species are anticipated as a result of the implementation of 

the Proposed Action Alternative. Individual specimens of Palmer’s agave should be 

flagged and avoided to the extent practicable to avoid effect to potential food sources of 

the lesser long-nose bat.  Indirect benefits would be expected as the relay tower would 

reduce illegal traffic in the area indirectly reducing impacts on protected species and 

critical habitats like trampling of vegetation and threatened and endangered plant 

species and disturbing wildlife. 
 
4.5 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
 
4.5.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not allow the installation of one relay tower.  As a result, 

the USBP would not be as effective in detecting and apprehending illegal entrants and 

foot traffic would continue at its current level and probably increase. This illegal traffic 

would continue to damage unique and sensitive areas by causing accidental wildfires, 

creating trails and discarding trash within these areas. 
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4.5.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action Alternative would indirectly benefit unique and sensitive areas by 

reducing or eliminating illegal traffic, brush clearing, trampling of sensitive resources, 

and reduce the litter left behind and fires caused by illegal aliens. 

 
4.6 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.6.1 No Action Alternative 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would cause no direct impacts to air quality.  

Without the relay tower site, however, additional patrol activities would be required, 

which could exacerbate fugitive dust emissions. The magnitude of these effects would 

depend upon several variables including number of vehicle trips, climatic conditions, and 

soil types. 

 

4.6.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Construction activities would be limited to a small, isolated area during installation of the 

relay tower/RVS equipment. The short duration of this activity (approximately 2 weeks), 

the type of equipment used, and the good dispersion patterns of the region, indicate that 

air emissions would not be created that would adversely affect air quality. Maintenance 

vehicles driving to and from the relay tower site would be the only emission sources 

required by the operation and maintenance of the relay tower.  Maintenance is expected 

to be required no more than twice per year.  Other companies that perform maintenance 

on the existing communication towers and water tank would also use this access road.  

Periodic maintenance of access roads would be required to ensure access to the relay 

tower site.  These activities would be smaller than the initial construction and of shorter 

duration.  As a result, it is not anticipated that the periodic road maintenance would 

adversely affect air quality. 

 
4.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 
4.7.1 No Action Alternative 
Since construction of the relay tower site would not occur under this alternative, no 

effects to water resources would result. The No Action Alternative would have no impact, 

either beneficial or adverse, on water supplies, jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the 

U.S. 
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4.7.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Short-term, negligible effects to surface water resources could occur during construction 

activities, primarily from erosion and sedimentation and the potential for accidental spills.  

Given the small construction area associated with the relay tower site, the long distance 

from intermittent or perennial streams and the short duration required for construction, 

no significant effects from stormwater runoff would be expected.  A Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is not required because the site is less than one 

acre in size. 

 

Proper maintenance of construction equipment and best management practices during 

construction activities would minimize the possibility of accidental spills of fuels or 

lubricants that, if they occurred, could affect surface water quality. Operation and 

maintenance of the relay tower would have no effect on the project site’s surface water. 

 
Installation of the relay tower would have no direct or indirect impacts on Waters of the 

U.S., including wetlands, since none occur at the site. 

 
4.8 NOISE 
 
4.8.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the implementation of the No Action Alternative, no impacts are expected. 

 

4.8.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
The project site is currently located in close proximity to a highway as well as other 

developed areas, thus, the impacts associated with the installation of the relay tower 

would be insignificant and temporary.  Upon completion of the installation activities, the 

noise levels would return to ambient levels. Operation of the relay tower would not 

generate any noise. 

 
4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

4.9.1 No Action Alternative 
No direct impacts to cultural resources would be expected from the implementation of 

the No Action Alternative.  However, due to the decrease in the effectiveness of the 

USBP efforts at alien interdiction resulting from the lower level of surveillance around 
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this area, indirect impacts to both known and unknown cultural resources could result as 

illegal foot traffic continues throughout the area unabated. 

 

4.9.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Under the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative no direct or indirect 

impacts to cultural resources are expected. The proposed Crawford Hill site is located 

within ½-mile of two historic districts potentially creating visual impacts to these historic 

properties. The INS is currently in the consultation process with the historic districts, the 

Nogales Main Street Program, the City of Nogales, and the Arizona SHPO concerning 

potential visual impacts. INS would ensure that all Section 106 compliance procedures 

are complete and concurrence is received before proceeding with any construction 

activities. 

 

4.10 Environmental Justice 
 

4.10.1 No Action Alterative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no increases in surveillance capabilities would be 

conducted. As a result, no impacts would be anticipated under the No Action Alternative 

for environmental justice issues. 

 

4.10.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
No impacts to environmental justice issues are anticipated from the implementation of 

the Proposed Action Alternative.  As a result, there would be no displacement of minority 

or low-income families, and therefore no impacts in regard to environmental justice. 

 
4.11. Protection of Children 
 
4.11.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no increases in surveillance capabilities from the 

establishment of the relay tower would occur. As a result, no issues regarding protection 

of children would occur. The current illegal traffic and its associated criminal activity 

would continue creating an unsafe environment for children.  
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4.11.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not result in disproportionately 

high or adverse environmental health or safety impacts to children on either sides of the 

border. The Proposed Action Alternative would result in a reduction of illegal 

immigration, drug trafficking, and other crimes within the area further creating a safer 

living environment for the children on both sides of the border. 

 

4.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
  
This section of the EA addresses the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 

implementation of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0 and other projects/programs 

that are planned for the region. The following paragraphs present a general discussion 

regarding cumulative effects that would be expected irrespective of the alternative 

selected. 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality defines cumulative impacts as the incremental 

impact of multiple present and future actions with individually minor but collectively 

significant effects.  Cumulative impacts can be concisely defined as the total effect of 

multiple land uses and developments, including their interrelationships, on the 

environment. 

 

Past NEPA documents were reviewed to evaluate cumulative effects of the USBP 

operations/activities and infrastructure construction projects for the southwest border 

region.  These included, but were not limited to, EAs from previous and current INS and 

JTF-6 projects, a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (USACE 1994), 

Environmental Assessment for Operation Skywatch for Tucson Sector, Arizona (INS 

2002a), Environmental Assessment for Operation Desert Grip within the Tucson and 

Yuma Sector, Arizona (INS 2002b), and Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 

Impact Statement (INS 2001a).  Within Santa Cruz County, JTF-6 and INS projects 

included establishment of bivouac sites, construction of firearms ranges, road 

improvements, checkpoint stations at the I-19 Palo Parado exit and in Sonoita, and a 

parking facility at the Sonoita USBP Station (USACE 1991; USACE 1993; INS 2001b; 

INS 2001c).  An analysis of each component of the affected environment was completed 

from the existing documents in order to identify which would have cumulative impacts as 
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a result of the past and proposed activities. Other activities currently proposed by the 

USBP are discussed below. 

 

Ephriam Hill, located west of Nogales is currently eroding and sloughing into Mexico. 

The USBP is currently planning reclamation of this hillside. The Nogales Station is also 

planning approximately two miles of road improvements and fencing and the installation 

of portable lights. The Nogales Station is also in the conceptual phase of acquiring 

space to accommodate 500 USBP agents. These projects are currently in the planning 

stage and potential impacts are unknown at this time. The Nogales Station is also 

planning to install 15 additional RVS systems east and west of the Nogales POE, which 

could impact up to 1 acre. 

 

The Arizona Department of Transportation has several road improvement projects 

scheduled for Santa Cruz County in the next five years.  No new road construction is 

planned near the project area (Knight 2002).  As a result, acreage for impacts would 

tend to be low as the majority of the construction would be within existing ROW.  The 

projects listed below are in the planning stage and potential impacts are unknown at this 

time (ADOT 2002). 

 

• Country Club Road-Ruby Road.  Design of Frontage roads (2006) 

• Rio Rico-Ruby Road, East.  Construction of Frontage Road (2006) 

• Tubac State Park. Construction of Park Roads, Phase II (2003) 

• Patagonia State Park.  Design of park roads, Phase II (2005) 

• San Rafael State Park. Construction of park roads (2003) 

• Santa Cruz River Bridge #424. Replacement of Santa Cruz River Bridge on 

Route 82 (2003) 

• State Route 82 at Milepost (MP) 15.  Rockfall containment (2004) 

• Junction of State Route 83 and State Route 82 to MP 45.9.  Elimination and 

upgrade of guardrail (2003) 

• Nogales Port of Entry (POE). Construction of Intelligent Transportation Systems 

(ITS)/ Commercial Vehicle Operations (CVO) system (2002). 

• Mariposa road at U.S. Customs State Port.  Construction of access road for State 

port (2002). 
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The City of Nogales is the designated gateway from and to Mexico on the CANAMEX 

Trade Corridor. The name "CANAMEX" is derived from the country names of Canada, 

America and Mexico where a western trade corridor of existing 1,700 miles of highway 

and interstate systems connect the three countries. The CANAMEX corridor is poised to 

become one of the most important north/south trade corridors in North America, as well 

as a catalyst for economic growth and development in the CANAMEX region. 

 

The United States 1998 Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) has 

allocated $140 million per year for planning, engineering, design and construction of high 

priority corridors and border crossings for the next five years. The State governments of 

Arizona and Nevada have committed to obtain funds to construct a 4-lane bridge 

spanning the Colorado River and to upgrade US Highway 93 to a four-lane divided 

highway in anticipation of the CANAMEX Trade Corridor. The completion of these 

projects would create an uninterrupted north/south highway system down the spine of 

the CANAMEX Trade Corridor. This project is in the planning stage and potential 

impacts are unknown at this time. 

 

4.12.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in no additional direct effects to the area's 

resources. No threatened or endangered species or critical habitat would be affected, 

nor would there be any adverse effects on cultural resources sites or historic structures 

that are listed or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. Likewise, no additional direct 

impacts to air quality, water resources, soils, and socioeconomic conditions would occur 

under this alternative. 

 

Past acres impacted by JTF-6 and INS activities within Santa Cruz County total 

approximately 70 acres.  Most of this impact occurred in previously disturbed areas and, 

thus, should be considered a worst case scenario.  Long term indirect cumulative effects 

have occurred and would continue to occur to the area’s natural habitats. However, 

these effects, both beneficial and adverse, are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify. 

Reductions in habitat have undoubtedly created inter- and intra-species competition for 

available food and shelter and, eventually, slight reductions in some wildlife populations. 

Given the rural nature of Santa Cruz County, 70 acres of altered habitat (most of which 

was previously disturbed) would be a negligible loss.  
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Positive cumulative benefits have resulted from INS activities as well. Additional 

knowledge regarding threatened or endangered species’ locations, distribution, and life 

requisites has been obtained through surveys and monitoring efforts associated with INS 

construction projects. Erosion has been alleviated along some roads, and fences have 

precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic through environmentally sensitive areas.  

 

Positive cumulative benefits have resulted from INS activities to cultural resources as 

well.  Increased surveillance, patrols, roads, and fences improved the USBP abilities to 

interdict UDAs early.  As a result, there has been a reduction in both illegal vehicle and 

pedestrian traffic across the area.  Such illegal traffic can harm cultural resources and be 

detrimental to the cultural landscape of the area.  Archaeological surveys from past INS 

projects have increased our knowledge of the prehistory and history of the area. These 

surveys not only identify sites which now can be protected that would not normally be 

identified, but also provide informative data about site densities, settlement patterns, and 

site distribution across the area. 

 

4.12.2 Proposed Action Alternative 
Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would increase the amount of soil 

disturbance and construction activity required to complete this project by less than an 

acre (up to 2500 ft2).  Portions of the proposed relay tower site have been previously 

disturbed; thus the Proposed Action Alternative would not have significant cumulative 

impacts to either vegetation or wildlife. 

 

The proposed relay tower would allow for USBP to more effectively monitor the border 

area and aid significantly in the swift apprehension or rescue of illegal entrants and 

smugglers.  Positive long-term effects from implementing this project, such as habitat 

protection, archeological and historic resource protection, and protection of sensitive 

areas are expected with the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 

The ability of the USBP to reach UDAs entering into remote and treacherous areas 

would safeguard not only these sensitive areas but also the UDAs themselves.  Lives 

have been lost because persons were not adequately prepared for the harsh 

environment; the possibility of other deaths to occur would increase as people take 

greater chances.  However, the detection and apprehension mission of USBP has 

Crawford Hill RVS 4-10 Final 



 

evolved to include the cooperation and coordination with other emergency services to 

rescue illegal entrants before they get into life-threatening situations.  In fact, such 

rescues have become a daily occurrence along the border. 

 

Indirect effects could occur to the vegetation beyond the project area by UDAs 

attempting to avoid the area being monitored by the current RVS system. With the 

Proposed Action Alternative, the enhanced RVS system would allow the USBP to re-

allocate agents and equipment, which would lessen any indirect effects to vegetation 

and cultural resources from illegal traffic trying to avoid areas under surveillance by the 

RVS system. The magnitude of these effects cannot be determined at the present, since 

the routes selected by UDAs and smugglers are at their discretion and out of the control 

of the USBP. 
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SECTION 5.0
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES



 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES 
 
This chapter describes environmental design measures that would be implemented as 

part of the Proposed Action Alternative to reduce or eliminate impacts from the relay 

tower installation. Due to the limited nature of construction activities associated with the 

Proposed Action Alternative, construction impacts are expected to be slight; therefore, 

mitigation measures are only described for those resources with potential for impacts. 

 

5.1 WATER RESOURCES 
 

Standard construction procedures would be implemented to minimize the potential for 

erosion and sedimentation during construction.  All work would cease during heavy rains 

and would not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and 

material.   

 

5.2 AIR QUALITY/NOISE 
 

All construction equipment shall be maintained and operated in a manner that produces 

the least amount of emissions and maintains the lowest practical noise levels.  Standard 

noise attenuation equipment, such as mufflers, must be used on all construction 

equipment and vehicles and must be maintained in good operating condition, free from 

leaks and holes. 

 

5.3 PROTECTED SPECIES 
 
Palmer’s agave, which is a potential food source for the lesser long-nosed bat, was 

observed adjacent to the proposed site of the relay tower.  Any agave would be flagged 

prior to construction and avoided to the extent practicable.  

 

5.4  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Two historic districts are located near the proposed relay tower site.  INS is currently in 

consultation with the appropriate agencies regarding potential visual impacts to these 
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historic districts. All required Section 106 compliance procedures would be completed 

prior to initiating construction activities. 
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SECTION 6.0
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT



 

6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

6.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that has occurred during 

preparation of the draft and final versions of this document.  Formal and/or informal 

coordination has been conducted with the following agencies: 

 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

• Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 

• Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

• Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 

• Arizona Department  of Fish and Game (ADFG) 

• Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) 

• Arizona Department of Agriculture 

• Native American Nations 

• Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 

 

6.2 PUBLIC REVIEW 
 
The draft EA was made available for public review for 15 days, and the Notice of 

Availability (NOA) was published in local newspapers (Exhibit 1). Proof of publication 

can be found in Appendix A.  All correspondence sent or received during the preparation 

of this EA is included as Appendix A. No comments were received from public or private 

entities on the draft document.  
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Exhibit 1 
 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT   
For the Installation and Operation of a Relay Tower Equipped With  

Remote Video Surveillance Equipment at Crawford Hill,  
United States Border Patrol, Nogales Station 

Santa Cruz County, Arizona 
 
 

The public is hereby notified of the availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
installation and operation of a relay tower equipped with remote video surveillance equipment along the 
U.S.-Mexico Border in Santa Cruz County, Arizona. The Draft EA will be available for review at the 
Nogales City/Santa Cruz County Public Library, 518 North Grand Avenue, Nogales, Arizona 85621; and 
the Tucson-Pima Public Library, 101 N. Stone, Tucson, Arizona 85701. Send written comments to Mr. 
Charles McGregor, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Environmental Resources Branch, P.O. Box 17300, 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 or call Mr. McGregor at (817) 886-1708.   Written comments will be received 
until October 22, 2002. 
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
The following people were primarily responsible for preparing this Environmental Assessment. 

Name Agency/Organization Discipline/Expertise Experience Role In Preparing EA 

Kevin Feeney INS, Headquarters Environmental Planning 20 years, EIS/EAs for Federal 
projects 

INS Environmental Office Program 
Manager 

Charles Parsons INS, Western Region Geology 25 years of geotechnical and 
environmental related studies 

Program Manager, Review 

Patience Patterson, 
R.P.A. 

USACE, Ft. Worth 
District 

Archaeology 29 years Professional 
Archaeologist/Cultural Resource 
Manager 

EA review and coordination 

Charles McGregor USACE, Ft. Worth 
District 

Chemistry 5 years technical review of NEPA 
documents 

Technical manager, EA review and 
coordination 

Chris Ingram 
 

Gulf South Research 
Corporation 

Biology/Ecology 23 years NEPA and related studies EA Review 

Suna Adam Knaus Gulf South Research 
Corporation 

Biology/Ecology 14 years NEPA and related studies EA Review 

John Lindemuth Gulf South Research 
Corporation 

Archaeology/Project 
Archaeologist 

11 years archaeological studies EA Preparation, Cultural resources  

David Alford Gulf South Research 
Corporation 

GIS/Graphics 3 years GIS analysis GIS and Graphics 

Mike Schulze Gulf South Research 
Corporation 

Environmental Studies 5 years Natural Resource and 
NEPA Studies 

Project Manager, EA review and 
field surveys 

Josh McEnany Gulf South Research 
Corporation  

Forestry and Wildlife 1 year of Natural Resources and 
NEPA Studies 

EA preparation and review 

Jim Malusa Private Contractor Botanical Surveys 22 years Botanical Research and 
Surveys 

Field surveys 

Howard Higgins, Ph.D. TRC-Albuquerque Archaeology/CRM 23 years of archaeological 
experience. 

Principal Investigator 

Victoria D. Vargas, 
M.A., R.P.A. 

TRC-Albuquerque  Archaeology/CRM 12 years of archaeological 
experience 

Cultural Resources Survey Report 
co-Author. Project Manager 

Jeffrey Hathaway, M.A. TRC-Albuquerque Archaeology/CRM 12 years of archaeological 
experience 

Archaeological Field Technician. 
Report co-author 

Brian Rooney, B.A. TRC-Albuquerque Archaeology/CRM 10 years of archaeological 
experience. 

Archaeological Field Technician 

Stephen Yost TRC-Albuquerque Archaeology/CRM 7 years of archaeological 
experience 

Project Manager. Report co-author 
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